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This questionnaire aims to collect opinions of students from the Barcelona 
School of Informatics (FIB) who attended the Requirements Engineering 
course and that have participated in professional software development 
projects. The views collected will be used exclusively for a study 
undertaken at the Polytechnic University of Catalonia - BarcelonaTech that 
aims to see what could be done to improve the requirements engineering 
practice and to improve the education in requirements engineering. 
 




1.1. The Requirements Engineering course has been taught at the FIB 
from course 2005/06. How many years ago would you say that 
did you attended it? 
 
 Two or less      Three      Four      Five      Six or more 
 
1.2. Please tell in how many professional software development 
projects have you participated, in which the task of requirements 
engineering was (or should have been) important: 
 
 None      1      2      3      More than 3 
 
2. Stakeholders’ objectives 
 
Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice the objectives and 
main benefits of stakeholders are determined and made public, those that 
stakeholders (promoters, customers, users, developers) expect to achieve 
with the operation and use of the system to be developed. We refer only to 
those cases where it makes sense to define objectives a priori. 
2.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, the 
objectives to be achieved by the use of the system were defined 
explicitly and with a minimum level of quality: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
   
 If the answer is "often" or "always" then you can go to Question 2.5 
2.2. What are the reasons why the objectives were not explicitly 
defined in the projects in which you have participated: 
2.2.1. It was considered that the explicit definition of the objectives was 
unnecessary: 
 







2.2.2. There was an explicit definition of objectives, but was not known to 
all interested parties: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
2.2.3. It was considered that it was too difficult to define well the 
objectives: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
2.2.4. It was considered that the cost of defining the objectives was not 
justified by the expected benefits: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
2.2.5. Stakeholders preferred to indicate the systems requirements of the 
system they wanted, rather than the objectives they wanted to 
achieve with the system: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 




2.3. Next we ask if you think the fact of NOT explicitly defining the 
objectives in the projects in which you have participated, has 
had the following consequences: 
2.3.1. Problems in the development of the project: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
2.3.2. Lack of satisfaction with the outcome of the project: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
2.3.3. Little exploration of other potential solutions to reach the possible 
objectives: 
 













2.4. In those projects in which the objectives were not explicitly 
defined, would you have recommended their explicit definition, 
considering the situation and the resources available at that 
time? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
2.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of objectives has been helpful in your professional 
practice? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
2.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth what are the objectives and how to define 
them? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
 
3. Use cases  
 
Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice use cases of the 
system are defined. We refer only to those projects where it makes sense 
to define use cases. 
3.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, use 
cases have been defined with a minimum level of quality: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
   











3.2. Next we ask you what are the reasons why the use cases were 
NOT explicitly defined in the projects in which you have 
participated: 
3.2.1. The methodology used did not require the definition of use cases: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
3.2.2. It was considered that it was too difficult to define well the use 
cases: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
3.2.3. Stakeholders considered unnecessary to define use cases or did 
not considered it economically justifiable: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
3.2.4. There was an implicit definition of use cases: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
3.2.5. There were not adequate tools to define use cases: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
3.2.6. Other causes that were an influence 
 
 
3.3. In those projects in which the use cases were not explicitly 
defined, would you have recommended their explicit definition, 
considering the situation and the resources available at that 
time? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
3.4. Next we ask what would have ensured that stakeholders and 
developers would have found it necessary and useful to define 
the use cases: 
3.4.1. Knowing what use cases are and how to define them: 
 







3.4.2. To be convinced of the need of use cases for the development of 
systems: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
3.4.3. To have available more adequate tools to define use cases: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 




3.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of use cases has been helpful in your professional 
practice? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
3.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth what are the use cases and how to define 
them? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
 
4. Quality requirements  
 
Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice the quality 
requirements of the system are defined. Quality requirements are also 
known as non-functional requirements (appearance, usability, 
performance, etc.). We refer only to those projects where it makes sense 
to define quality requirements. 
4.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, quality 
requirements have been defined with a minimum level of quality: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 








4.2. Next we ask you what are the reasons why quality requirements 
were NOT defined in the projects in which you have participated: 
4.2.1. The methodology used did not require the definition of quality 
requirements: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
4.2.2. It was considered that it was too difficult to define well the quality 
requirements: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
4.2.3. Stakeholders considered unnecessary to define quality 
requirements or did not considered it economically justifiable: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
4.2.4. There was an implicit definition of quality requirements: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
4.2.5. There were not adequate tools to define quality requirements: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 





4.3. In those projects in which the quality requirements were not 
defined, would you have recommended their definition, 
considering the situation and the resources available at that 
time? 
 











4.4. Next we ask what would have ensured that stakeholders and 
developers would have found it necessary and useful to define 
the quality requirements: 
4.4.1. Knowing what quality requirements are and how to define them: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
4.4.2. To be convinced of the need of quality requirements for the 
development of systems: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
4.4.3. To have available more adequate tools to define quality 
requirements: 
 





4.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of quality requirements has been helpful in your 
professional practice? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
4.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth what are quality requirements and how to 
define them? 
 





Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice the glossary of the 
project is defined, containing the definition in natural language of all the 
names used in the project or for the system. We refer only to those 







5.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, the 
project glossary has been defined with a minimum level of 
quality: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
 If the answer is "often" or "always" then you can go to Question 5.5 
 
5.2. Next we ask you what are the reasons why the glossary was NOT 
defined in the projects in which you have participated: 
5.2.1. The methodology used did not require the definition of a glossary: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
5.2.2. It was too difficult to define the glossary: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
5.2.3. Stakeholders considered unnecessary to define the glossary or did 
not considered it economically justifiable: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
5.2.4. It was assumed that stakeholders knew well enough the names 
that were used: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
5.2.5. There were not adequate tools to define the glossary: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 




5.3. In those projects in which the glossary was not defined, would 
you have recommended its definition, considering the situation 
and the resources available at that time? 
 








5.4. Next we ask what would have ensured that stakeholders and 
developers would have found it necessary and useful to define 
the glossary: 
5.4.1. Knowing what the glossary is and how to define it: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
5.4.2. To be convinced of the need of defining a glossary for the 
development of systems: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
5.4.3. To have available more adequate tools to define the glossary: 
 





5.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of glossaries has been helpful in your professional 
practice? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
5.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth the importance of defining the glossary 
and how to do it? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
6. Structural conceptual schema  
 
Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice the structural 
conceptual schema is defined. It is also known as conceptual model or 
class diagram (UML, ER, etc.). We refer only to those projects where it 







6.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, the 
structural conceptual schema of the system has been defined 
with a minimum level of quality: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
 If the answer is "often" or "always" then you can go to section 6.5 
 
6.2. Next we ask you what are the reasons why the structural 
conceptual schema was NOT defined in the projects in which you 
have participated: 
6.2.1. The methodology used did not require the definition of a structural 
conceptual schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.2.2. It was considered that it was too difficult to define well the structural 
conceptual schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.2.3. Stakeholders considered unnecessary to define the structural 
conceptual schema or did not considered it economically justifiable: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.2.4. It was assumed that stakeholders already knew implicitly the 
structural conceptual schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.2.5. There were not adequate tools to define the structural conceptual 
schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 










6.3. In those projects in which the structural conceptual schema was 
not defined, would you have recommended their definition, 
considering the situation and the resources available at that 
time? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
6.4. Next we ask what would have ensured that stakeholders and 
developers would have found it necessary and useful to define 
the structural conceptual schema: 
6.4.1. Knowing what the structural conceptual schema is and how to 
define it: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.4.2. To be convinced of the need of defining the structural conceptual 
schema for the development of systems: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.4.3. To have available more adequate tools to define the structural 
conceptual schema: 
 





6.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of the structural conceptual schema has been helpful 
in your professional practice? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
6.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth the importance of defining the structural 
conceptual schema and how to do it? 
 









7. Integrity constraints 
 
Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice the integrity 
constraints which do not appear in the structural conceptual schema are 
defined. In UML they are called invariants, and can be defined in natural 
language or in a formal language (such as OCL). We refer only to those 
projects where it makes sense to define these integrity constraints. 
 
7.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, the 
integrity constraints of the system were defined: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
 If the answer is "often" or "always" then you can go to section 7.5 
 
7.2. Next we ask you what are the reasons why the integrity 
contraints were NOT defined in the projects in which you have 
participated: 
 
7.2.1. The methodology used did not require the definition of integrity 
constraints: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
7.2.2. It was considered that it was too difficult to define well the integrity 
constraints: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
7.2.3. Stakeholders considered unnecessary to define the integrity 
constraints or did not considered it economically justifiable: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
7.2.4. It was assumed that stakeholders already knew implicitly the 
integrity constraints: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
7.2.5. There were not adequate tools to define the integrity constraints: 
 













7.3. In those projects in which the integrity constraints were not 
defined, would you have recommended its definition, 
considering the situation and the resources available at that 
time? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
7.4. Next we ask what would have ensured that stakeholders and 
developers would have found it necessary and useful to define 
the integrity constraints: 
7.4.1. Knowing what the integrity constraints are and how to define them: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
7.4.2. To be convinced of the need of defining the integrity constraints for 
the development of systems: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
7.4.3. To have available more adequate tools to define the integrity 
constraints: 
 





7.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of integrity constraints has been helpful in your 
professional practice? 
 







7.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth the importance of defining the integrity 
constraints and how to do it? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
 
8. Behavioural conceptual schema 
 
Here we pretend to know the extent to which in practice the behavioural 
conceptual schema is defined, be it through events, system operations or 
state transition diagrams. We refer only to those projects where it makes 
sense to define the behavioural conceptual schema. 
8.1. In general, in the projects in which you have participated, the 
behavioural conceptual schema of the system has been defined 
with a minimum level of quality: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
 If the answer is "often" or "always" then you can go to question 8.5 
 
8.2. Next we ask you what are the reasons why the behavioural 
conceptual schema was NOT defined in the projects in which you 
have participated: 
 
8.2.1. The methodology used did not require the definition of a 
behavioural conceptual schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
8.2.2. It was considered that it was too difficult to define well the 
behavioural conceptual schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
8.2.3. Stakeholders considered unnecessary to define the behavioural 
conceptual schema or did not considered it economically justifiable: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
8.2.4. It was assumed that stakeholders already knew implicitly the 
behavioural conceptual schema: 
 







8.2.5. There were not adequate tools to define the behavioural 
conceptual schema: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 




8.3. In those projects in which the behavioural conceptual schema 
was not defined, would you have recommended their definition, 
considering the situation and the resources available at that 
time? 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
8.4. Next we ask what would have ensured that stakeholders and 
developers would have found it necessary and useful to define 
the behavioural conceptual schema: 
8.4.1. Knowing what the behavioural conceptual schema is and how to 
define it: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
8.4.2. To be convinced of the need of defining the behavioural conceptual 
schema for the development of systems: 
 
 Never  Rarely  Sometimes  Often  Always 
 
8.4.3. To have available more adequate tools to define the behavioural 
conceptual schema: 
 











8.5. In general, do you think the training received at FIB on the 
definition of the behavioural conceptual schema has been helpful 
in your professional practice? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
8.6. In general, do you agree that requirements engineering students 
should learn in depth the importance of defining the behavioural 
conceptual schema and how to do it? 
 
 Nothing    Short      Neutral      Quite      Much 
 
 
9. Contact data 
Optionally, as the last step of the survey, if you want to leave your name 
and email address this would be useful for us if we ever have the need to 
contact you to know more about your opinion or to send you information 
about this study. 
9.1. Name: 
 
9.2. Email address: 
 
9.3. Would you be willing to participate in a meeting of no more than 
two hours for a group discussion on the answers to this 
questionnaire? 
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